
of the cell are discussed very fully, since a thorough knowl-
edge of these subjects is essential to a comprehension of
physiology and pathology. Physicians desiring a reference
work on physiologic chemistry embodying the latest informa-
tion sufficiently condensed for practical purposes will find this
book valuable.

Medicolegal
Privilege for Patient, Not Physician—

Communications of Parents
(Cromeenes v. Sovereign Camp of Woodmen of the World (Mo.),

224 S. W. R. 15)

The Springfield (Mo.) Court of Appeals reverses a judg¬
ment obtained by the plaintiff, as beneficiary in a certificate
of insurance issued by the defendant, on account of erroneous
rulings with regard to privileged communications. It became
a vital question in the case whether or not the insured had
had gonorrhea or syphilis. In his application for the insur¬
ance, he had waived for himself and beneficiaries the privi¬
leges and benefits of the law disqualifying any physician from
testifying concerning any information obtained by him in his
professional capacity. Nevertheless, there was a ruling on
the competency of a physician to testify, based on the theory
that he could claim the information as privileged under the
statute, as well as the patient. But the court holds that there
was error in that regard, and that the evidence of the physi¬
cian as to the information gained while treating the insured
was, in view of the waiver in the application, competent, and
the physician could not claim the privilege when waived by
the patient.

The court holds also that if the insured told a physician,
when treating his baby's eyes, that he had had gonorrhea,
there was no reason for excluding such evidence. That was

not information that came to the physician in his professional
capacity while treating the insured. So far as the court was

advised, that proffered evidence was no more within the
statute than had the insured made the statement that he had
had gonorrhea, to a lay witness. But as to the competency of
offered evidence tending to show that the baby was suffering
from gonorrheal affection, the court thinks that the bar of
the statute prevailed. The privilege inures to the patient.
The baby was certainly the patient, and as to whether it was
suffering from a gonorrheal affection or infection should
remain within the veil of secrecy authorized by the statute.

Improper Questions About Intention to Quit Case
(Marshall v. Brown (Mo.), 224 S. W. R. 13)

The Springfield (Mo.) Court of Appeals says that this
action was brought by a physician for services rendered to
one Rowe, who lived on the defendant's place, about 10 miles
from the plaintiff's office. The plaintiff found Rowe in a
serious condition, suffering from blood poisoning, and also
found that another physician had been in the case. He told
Rowe on the first treatment that unless he could secure him
in a fee he could not continue the treatment, but would donate
that visit. Rowe had some money, and told him to come on;
that he thought he could get help so that the fee would be
secured. The action against defendant Brown was based on
a contract made between him and the plaintiff. The point of
dispute was only as to what the defendant was to pay in the
event that Rowe got well. The plaintiff testified that the
defendant agreed to pay the full amount of his bill if Rowe
recovered, but, should Rowe die, only one-half of his fee for
services. The defendant testified that the special contract
was that he would pay the plaintiff one half of his bill if
Rowe died, and that in the event that Rowe lived he would
then pay the full amount out of any wages coming from him
to Rowe. Rowe got well, quit working for the defendant, and
left. On the trial of the case, the plaintiff was asked, on
cross-examination, whether Rowe was not badly in need of
medical attention when the plaintiff first visited him, and
could not have lived very long in that condition without med¬
ical attention. After several other questions along that line, as

to the plaintiff's having asked Rowe how much money he had.
and as to the people raising funds for Rowe, the plaintiff was
asked to tell the jury whether or not, with the conditions as
he found them, he had intended to quit the case if the defen¬
dant had not made any such promise as he did. That was
objected to for the reason that this was an action on a con¬

tract and it could not be changed by some prior intention,
and for the further reason that the plaintiff had given the
facts in the case, and stated that he had made the different
visits because it was promised from the start that this man
would pay this bill, or it would be secured. The objection
was overruled, and the question was asked : "After you made
those treatments and received pay for it, and the man was
still desperately sick, I will ask whether or not you would
have left him in that condition without medical attention and
refused to treat him further?" which was answered, "Yes,
sir; because that's what he agreed to do at the beginning,
and another doctor was in the case." The trial resulted in a
verdict and judgment for the defendant, which judgment is
reversed, on account of error in the cross-examination. The
questions calling for the intention of the plaintiff as to
whether or not he would have quit treating Rowe before this
contract was made with the defendant were incompetent for
any purpose. He had a right to quit the case by giving the
proper notice. The questions were clearly for the purpose
of discrediting and prejudicing the plaintiff in the eyes of
the jury. Such testimony might not amount to reversible
error in a case wherein the determination of the issue did not
depend solely on the testimony of the plaintiff and the defen¬
dant. Whether the plaintiff had intended to quit the case, as
the law provided that he might do, by exercising the proper
care, in no way tended to prove whether he had the contract
with the defendant that he was testifying to.

One Physician Not Allowed to Testify to Confidence
in Another

(Sate v. Bramlett (S. C), 103 S. E. R. 755)
The Supreme Court of South Carolina holds that, in this

homicide case in which one of the defenses was insanity, there
was no error, when one physician had testified as an expert,
in excluding the testimony of another physician as to his
confidence in the first one. Justice Hydrick, voicing the opin¬
ion of the majority of the court on that point, says that the
second physician testified, without objection, that the first
one was one of the best alienists in the country. He was then
asked as to his confidence in him. The answer was properly
excluded. It was for the jury to decide what confidence or
weight his testimony should have, without regard to the
second physician's opinion as to the weight it should have or
the weight he would give it, in the absence of any attack on
the first physician's testimony. On the other hand, Justice
Fraser says that he knows of no reason why the first physi¬
cian's reputation as an expert in mental diseases might not
be sustained in the same way that his reputation for veracity
could have been sustained by other witnesses, had his testi¬
mony depended primarily on his veracity. The first physician
did not live near the place of trial, and was unknown to the
jury, while the other physician did live near the place of trial,
and presumably was known by the jury.

Society Proceedings
COMING MEETINGS

Alabama, Medical Association of the State of, Montgomery, April 21.
American Association of Anatomists, Philadelphia, March 24-26.
American Association of Pathologists and Bacteriologists, Cleveland.March 25-26.
Arizona Medical Association, Tucson, April 15-16.
Louisiana State Medical Society, New Orleans, April 19-21.
Midwinter Conference under the auspices of the Council on Health and

Public Instruction and the Council on Medical· Education and Hos¬pitals of the American Medical Association, Congress Hotel, Chicago,March 7-10.
South Carolina Medical Association, Columbia, April 19-20.
Tennessee State Medical Association, Nashville, April 12-14.
Western Electro-Therapeutic Association, Kansas City, Mo., April 21-23.
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